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because no other can possibly be obtained. When any
claim is to be determined by written evidences, of which,
in order to prove their validity, it is necessary to inquire
by whom they were drawn or signed; those who are ac-
quainted with the writing of a dead person, are admitted
to deliver, upon oath, their fteZie/'that the writing ascribed
to him, was or was not his; but such secondary witnesses
are never called, when the person can be produced whose
hand is to be proved.

There is yet another reason for which it is improper to
admit such evidence as this bill has a tendency to promote,
It is well known, that in all the courts of common law,
the person accused is in some degree secured from the
danger of being overborne by false accusations, by the
penalty which may be inflicted upon witnesses discovered
to be perjured ; but in the method of examination now
proposed, a method unknown to the constitution, no such
security can be obtained, for there is no provision made by
the laws for the punishment of a man who shall give false
evidence before a committee of the house of commons.

It may likewise be observed, that this bill wants one of
the most essential properties of a law, perspicuity and de-
terminate meaning; here is an indemnity promised to those
who shall discover all that they know, rememler, or be-
lieve. A very extensive demand, and which may, there-
fore, be liable to more fallacies and evasions than can be
immediately enumerated or detected. For how can any
one prove that he has a claim to the indemnity ? He may,
indeed, make some discoveries, but whether he does not
conceal something, who can determine? May not such
reserves be suspected, when his answers shall not satisfy
the expectations of his interrogators ? And may not that
suspicion deprive him of the benefit of the act ? May not
a man, from want of memory, or presence of mind, omit
something at his examination whieh he may appear after-
wards to have known? And since no human being has the
power of distinguishing exactly between faults and frailties,
may not the defect of his metoory be charged oil him as a
criminal suppression of a known fact? And may not he be